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TAXONOMICCOLLECTIONS OF VASCULARPLANTS
IN THE SOUTHEASTERNSTATES—THEIR

ABUNDANCEAND RELATION TO
PRODUCTIONOF FLORAS

Wilbur H. Duncan

In planning for extensive collecting in the Southeastern States

during 1953, much attention was given to the matter of where

collections should be made. The location of poorly collected

areas was thought to be of considerable importance. Published

records of distribution were examined for several species but no

definite over-all pattern was discernible. Finally a composite

map of dots was prepared to indicate citations by county of

specimens from the Southeastern States, including Arkansas and

Louisiana, in taxonomic papers covering 62 species in five genera.

The genera were Ruellia (Fernald, 1945), Selaginella (Clausen,

1946) Liatris (Gaiser, 1946), Tephrosia (Wood, 1949), and Sabatia

(Wilbur, 1952). Distribution data for Sabatia were provided

by Dr. Robert L. Wilbur from his unpublished manuscript and

are gratefully acknowledged.

Only one dot was placed in a given county for a given species.

Several collections of one species from each of such counties as

Dade, Duval, and Hillsborough in Florida are represented, there-

fore, by one dot in each county.

Graphic analysis of the final dot map (Figure 1) indicates

clearly a number of relatively poorly collected areas [e.g.; (1)

most of Mississippi, Louisiana, and Tennessee; (2) large areas

in Arkansas, Alabama, Georgia, and South Carolina; and (3)

smaller areas in North Carolina]. Florida appears relatively

well collected throughout.

One should keep in mind that the five genera are largely

southeastern in distribution and that the number of dots in a

given area probably should not be compared absolutely with that

of certain other distant areas, e.g., western Tennessee and north-

ern Florida.

In making an analysis of the dot map, one should also take

due consideration of recent intensive collecting in certain areas,

(e.g., A. J. Sharp and R. E. Shanks in Tennessee; William Fox,

R. K. Godfrey, and others in North Carolina; Robert Thorne and
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myself in Georgia). These collections were partly available or

not at all to Gaiser, Fernald, Clausen, and Wood.

A number of counties with relative large collections, however,

are adjacent to counties, or larger areas, with little or no recorded

collections. Examples of such counties are Rapides and Natch-

Fiqure 1. Map of nine southeastern states and Indiana showing by clots the number
of species (out of (52) reported for eacli county.

itoches in Louisiana, Cullman and Lee in Alabama, Richmond
and Floyd in Georgia, Davison and Knox in Tennessee, and
Darlington and Anderson in South Carolina. Such concentra-

tions are frequently correlated with locations of educational

institutions and/or with localities where one or a few persons

made concentrated collections. Analyses of such relationships

would undoubtedly be interesting, but they are not, however,

within the scope of this paper. The abrupt shifts in numbers of

collections recorded from given counties to adjacent counties in

my opinion usually reflect, existing differences in the amount of

collecting of all species of vascular plants.
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Graphic analysis of the data (Figure 1) readily demonstrates

that Florida is the best collected state. The relative standing

of the other states is not so clearly evident. The dots for each

state, therefore, were totaled and the average number per county

calculated. It is assumed that if all other factors were equal,

the smaller the county the fewer the number of species collected

in it. To compensate for this an "area factor" was computed

by dividing the average area of the counties for each state into

the average area of the counties in Florida whose counties had

the greatest average area. This "area factor" for each state was

then multiplied by the average number of collections per county

for that state to give the "corrected average number of collec-

tions" per county which we shall use in establishing the position

for each state. The data are presented in Table 1, Florida

presenting the best record and Mississippi the lowest. The

differences between the "corrected average number of collections"

for Florida and each of the other states are probably significant.

The difference between the values for Mississippi and Louisiana,

for example, probably is not.

At this point in my analysis of the data a question that has

frequently come to my mind, and undoubtedly to other tax-

onomists, again became prominent. Are there sufficient numbers

of specimens upon which to base work on good modern floras of

the various states or even of the whole Southeastern States?

One way to analyze this question is to compare the present data

for the Southeastern States with similar data from some area

having a good flora. It is conceded by many that Deam's

(1940) Flora of Indiana is probably the best state flora produced.

The five genera included in the present analysis are not, however,

well represented in Indiana, and could not, therefore, be used in

making the comparison desired between Indiana and the South-

eastern States. It was decided to select G2 species from Deam's

"Flora" and make a comparison with them.

The "Flora" was opened near the middle and the first large

genus that was encountered, Dcsmodium, was chosen. Certain

other genera that followed were also included. No attention

was paid to the maps until after a total of 62 species was listed

for compilation. The final list included all species in Desmodium

(16), Lespedeza (11), Lathyrus (4), Apios (1), Oxalis (6), Polygala
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(8), and Euphorbia (16). A composite map for Indiana was
prepared for the 02 species (Figure 1). Dots were so abundant
in many counties that it was necessary to place dots adjacent

to the counties and outside of the state boundaries. It appears

that the average number of specimens per species upon which
Deam's Flora was based much exceeds that of any Southeastern

State. The "corrected average number of collections" per

county for Indiana is 28.0 over 3 times that for Florida, 7 times

that for Georgia, and 10 times that for Mississippi.

In comparing the amount of material from Indiana with that

from any southeastern state, the number of species (out of the 02)

that might be expected to occur in each state should be con-

sidered. This number is undoubtedly greater in every instance

than the number of species reported per state (Table 1). Even
assuming that no more than 1(5 species will be reported for

Arkansas, which is the state with lowest number, a comparison

of the ratios of 10/2. 1 for Arkansas and 02/28 for Indiana indicates

that there are only one/third as many specimens available for

study in Arkansas as compared to Indiana.

These and other data have convinced me that more collecting

must be done in most parts of the Southeast before new Floras of

the area should be attempted. Perhaps others will have a dif-

ferent opinion. There probably is little doubt, however, that

many areas in the Southeast are very poorly represented by
collections. It is urged, therefore, that monographers and others

studying plant material of species whose ranges include the

Southeast be prudent by obtaining for study the maximum
number of specimens from this area. Adequate specimens from

this area are not now available in the major herbaria of the

United States. Recent intensive collections, now included in

herbaria at several of the southeastern educational institutions,

may provide a good beginning towards eliminating the problem

of too few specimens for study. The effect of these recent col-

lections on the dot map is evident to me in the composite map
not shown for the species of Sabatia. A majority of the dots

(Figure 1) in Southwestern Georgia represent collections of

Sabatia by Robert Thorne. Thome's collections from South-

western Georgia are absent or mostly so from the other species

included in the map. No matter how few specimens a given



358 Rhodora [Vol. 55

institution in the southeast may be able to provide in response

to a request for a loan, it is a duty to send them for study upon

request, if for no other reason than the fact that one specimen

from this area means much more, perhaps 5 to 15 times as much,

as would a specimen, e.g. from Indiana, New York, or Massa-

chusetts. —DEPARTMENTOF BOTANY, UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA,

ATHENS, GEORGIA.
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Nomenclature of American Mountain-ash. —There are

two species of native mountain-ash occurring spontaneously in

eastern United States. The one with acuminate leaflets and

small fruits was first described from Pennsylvania by Marshall

in 1785 as Sorbus amcricana. The other species, with acute

leaflets and larger fruits, was first described as S. aucuparia var.

/3 by Michaux in 1803. Pursh in 1814 treated it as a species, also

named S. amcricana. This was transferred to Pyrus, as P.

amcricana, by De Candolle in 1825. In 1902 it was treated by

Sargent as P. americana var. decora, and in 1906 was raised to

specific rank as Sorbus decora (Sarg.) Schneider. Although it

has been clearly pointed out 1 that Pyrus americana DC. does not

refer to the same species as Sorbus americana Marsh., yet fol-

lowers of "Gray's Manual of Botany" continue to refer to the

American Mountain-ash as Pyrus americana (Marsh.) DC.
It is not the purpose in this short article to urge the retention

of Sorbus for the mountain-ashes, Pyrus for pears, or Malus for

apples (see L. H. Bailey in Gentes Herbarum 8: 40-43, 1949),

because the basic morphological facts (see Decaisne in Nouv.

i Journ. Arnold Arb. 20: 11-16 (1939).


